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Abstract 
Due to rapid evolution of new technologies and the accelerated economic and social change, many 
organizations have realized in recent years that in order to survive in this turbulent and competitive global 
environment it is necessary to take into account the needs and expectations of their stakeholders, as well as to 
make the labour relationships more flexible and to adopt a socially responsible behaviour. Social enterprises 
may be the solution as they represent a business model adapted to the 21st century, which through their activity 
create a balance between economic, financial, cultural, social and environmental needs. In fact, last decades 
have witnessed the emergence and development of concepts such as social economy and enterprise, social 
entrepreneurship. As a driver of innovation, job creation and economic growth, social entrepreneurship can 
and should contribute to economic well-being and social progress. On this line, it is worth to emphasize that 
the activities of social entrepreneurs may have an appreciable impact on the quality of life of people around 
the world. Also, social entrepreneurship represents a complex and multidimensional concept that has 
constituted a topic of great significance for numerous researchers in the past decades. The paper aims to define 
the concepts of social entrepreneurship and quality of life, and to illustrate their relationship in the case of 
TOMS company. The descriptive and quantitative research method used by the authors was based on 
secondary data found in the electronic databases, international journals and corporate reports. The paper 
contributes to a better understanding of the two concepts, namely social entrepreneurship and quality of life. 
Also, it shows that they are two related concepts as the first one has a positive impact on the second one through 
various actions, such as ensuring the basic material conditions, increasing the level of education, or improving 
the health system. 
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Introduction 
Currently, the living standard of human beings is influenced, on the one hand, by the increase of social costs 
caused by the aging population, people migration, and the higher share of inactive people, and, on the other 
hand, by the globalization phenomenon, respectively the interconnection between countries, regions or cultures 
and the connecting levers represented by the political, economic or social systems which are permanently 
changing. It is imperative to update the existing economic and social models or to develop new ones, that 
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consider the social cohesion as a source of collective prosperity, that ensures an equitable economic growth. It 
builds on the realities of the communities and/or societies in which it is achieved. Social enterprises may be 
the solution as they represent a business model adapted to the 21st century, which creates a balance between 
economic, financial, cultural, social and environmental needs through their activity. In fact, last decades have 
witnessed the emergence and development of concepts such as social economy, social enterprise, and social 
entrepreneurship. As drivers of innovation, job creation and economic growth, social entrepreneurship and 
social enterprises, irrespective of their size, can and should contribute to economic well-being and social progress 
(Hoek, 2018). On this line, it is worth emphasizing that social entrepreneurs’ activities may have an appreciable 
impact on the quality of life of people around the world (e.g., the widespread of the initiatives of Muhammad Yunus, 
the founder of Grameen Bank) (Kumar Jain, 2009). However, social entrepreneurship initiatives must consider the 
territory, history, culture and values of local community members. Starting from the fact that the role of any 
enterprises is essential within an economic system (Santos, 2012), a wide range of public policies have been 
implemented aimed at stimulating and developing entrepreneurship in general (Álvarez et al., 2012), and social 
entrepreneurship, in particular. The success of these policies is based on various factors such as the 
involvement of all stakeholders, an efficient way of using the financial instruments and a thorough collection 
and interpretation of the national and international statistics data.  
In the case of social entrepreneurship, a significant body of literature has been developed in the last decades 
to highlight its positive impact on people's quality of life (Chell, 2007; Dacin et al., 2011). As a practice, social 
entrepreneurship creates economic and social value and, therefore, focuses on attaining social objectives 
(Nicholls, 2009; Pathak & Muralidharan, 2018). Starting from this topic of major interest, existing both in the 
business literature and environment, the paper intends to address the following research question: Is there a 
link between social entrepreneurship and people's quality of life at the societal level? The paper aims to define 
the concepts of social entrepreneurship and quality of life and illustrate their relationship in the case of TOMS 
company. The structure of the article is as follows: the literature review is presented in the second part. The 
third part shows the research methodology, and the fourth part deals with the study case of the TOMS company. 
The paper ends with conclusions. 
Literature Review 
Social entrepreneurship. The concept of entrepreneurship appeared more than 200 years ago, and derives 
from the French ‘entreprendre’, which means ‘to undertake’. Jean-Baptiste Say (1924), one of the first French 
writers who studied this concept, stated that the entrepreneur relocates economic resources from lower 
productivity to an area of higher productivity. Thus, entrepreneurship identifies and mobilizes resources from 
an inferior level of productivity to a superior one (Toma et al., 2014). As a relatively young field of research, 
social entrepreneurship has become part of the business lexicon since the turn of the century and details “the 
work and structures of community, voluntary, and public organizations and private firms working to solve 
social issues” (Phillips et al., 2015: 442). Consequently, a social entrepreneur is a person who creates and runs 
a for-profit or not organization and focuses on the innovative nature of its activity through the introduction of 
new ideas, methodologies, and manufacturing systems that are revolutionizing the field of activity, etc. 
(Kramer, 2005). 
Although various opinions have been formulated regarding this subject, there is no unanimously accepted 
definition in the literature. However, social entrepreneurship may be defined as: 
➢ “a process involving the innovative use and combination of resources to pursue opportunities to catalyze 
social change and/or address social needs” (Mair & Marti, 2004: 3); 
➢ “an innovative, social value-creating activity that can occur within or across the non-profit, business, or 
government sectors” (Austin et al., 2006: 2); 
➢ a concept “having the following three components: (1) identifying a stable but inherently unjust 
equilibrium that causes the exclusion, marginalization, or suffering of a segment of humanity that lacks the 
financial means or political clout to achieve any transformative benefit on its own; (2) identifying an 
opportunity in this unjust equilibrium, developing a social value proposition, and bringing to bear inspiration, 
creativity, direct action, courage, and fortitude, thereby challenging the stable state’s hegemony; and (3) 
forging a new, stable equilibrium that releases trapped potential or alleviates the suffering of the targeted group, 
and through imitation and the creation of a stable ecosystem around the new equilibrium ensuring a better 
future for the targeted group and even society at large” (Martin & Osberg, 2007: 35); 
➢ a concept that “encompasses the activities and processes undertaken to discover, define and exploit 
opportunities in order to enhance social wealth by creating new ventures or innovatively managing existing 
organizations” (Zahra et al., 2009: 522); 
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➢ “entrepreneurship that aims to provide innovative solutions to unsolved social problems” (OECD, 2010: 188); 
➢ “market-oriented initiatives that are innovatively pursuing social aims” (Huybrechts & Nicholls, 2012: 39). 
The above-presented definitions reveal several characteristics of social entrepreneurship. Firstly, it represents 
a complex and multidimensional concept that has constituted a topic of great significance for numerous 
researchers in the past decades (Kannampuzha & Hockerts, 2019). Secondly, social entrepreneurship is an 
innovative activity of general interest that implies collective participation, carried out not only in the non-profit 
but also in the business or governmental sectors, whose purpose is to create social value, to promote social 
cohesion, and to meet the social needs of vulnerable groups within certain communities by providing them 
goods or services. In this respect, it comprises numerous types of activities as follows: “enterprising individuals 
devoted to making a difference; social purpose business ventures dedicated to adding for-profit motivations to 
the non-profit sector; new types of philanthropists supporting venture capital-like ‘investment’ portfolios; and 
non-profit organizations that are reinventing themselves by drawing on lessons learned from the business 
world” (Mair et al., 2006: 1). Thirdly, it acts as a catalyst for social change, and social entrepreneurs do not 
expect a direct monetary benefit from their social ventures (Barberá-Tomás, et al., 2019). Fourthly, social and 
cultural resources play a vital role in social entrepreneurship actions (Azmat et al., 2015). Fifthly, social 
entrepreneurship differs from traditional entrepreneurship (Beugre, 2017) because it seeks to transform profit 
into social capital to sustain the socio-economic development of society and/or community and, thus, increase 
the quality of life. 
Quality of life. On its turn, the concept of quality of life emerged after World War II and was initially limited 
to the possession of essential goods such as clothes, food, or cars. Other terms, such as well-being and life 
satisfaction, were used interchangeably. Today’s concept has to be seen through the relationship between the 
individual and the society, regarding the degree of trust in institutions, on the one hand, and on the other hand, 
through the quality of the public services that society provides. However, various factors, both external (e.g., 
economic resources, political system, health system, etc.) and internal (e.g., temperament, personality, 
motivations), influence the quality of life and determine the concrete circumstances of individual experience 
(Owczarek, 2010; Precupețu et al., 2018). According to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD, 2020), 11 indicators have been taken into account for measuring the quality of life as 
follows: housing, income, jobs, community, education, environment, civic engagement, health, life 
satisfaction, safety, and work-life balance. Also, the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita is a traditional 
indicator used to measure the population's living standard, which refers to income, consumption, and material 
living conditions of individuals. There are several definitions of the concept in the literature. Although there 
is no consensus about its meaning, quality of life may be defined as: 
➢ “a state of wellbeing which is a composite of two components: 1) the ability to perform everyday activities 
which reflects physical psychological, and social well-being and 2) patient satisfaction with levels of functioning 
and the control of disease and/or treatment-related symptoms” (Gotay & Moore, 1992: 12); 
➢ “as a person’s sense of wellbeing that stems from satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the areas of life that 
are important to him/her” (Ferrans & Powers, 1992: 29); 
➢ “the individuals’ perception of their position in life in the context of the culture and value systems in which 
they live, and in relation to their goals, expectations, standards and concerns” (WHOQOL Group, 1998: 551); 
➢ “a subjective, multidimensional experience of wellbeing that is culturally constructed as individuals seeks 
safety and security, a sense of integrity and meaning in life, and a sense of belonging in one’s social network” 
(Kagawa-Singer et al., 2010: 59); 
➢ “a concept that involves those aspects of quality of life or function, which is influenced by health status 
and is based on dimensions (i.e., physical, psychological, and social aspects), which can be measured” (Benito-
León et al., 2011: 676)”; 
➢ “an individuals' perception of their position in life in the context of the culture and value systems in which they 
live and in relation to their goals, expectations, standards and concerns” (World Health Organization, 2020: 1). 
The above definitions reveal several characteristics of quality of life. Firstly, it represents an umbrella term 
and covers multiple meanings as it has widespread use in different fields (e.g., sociology, economics, 
medicine). Secondly, quality of life “includes the full range of factors that make life worth living, including 
those that are not traded in markets and not captured by monetary measures” (Stiglitz et al., 2009: 63). In other 
words, it encompasses all factors that influence the individual’s well-being. Thirdly, quality of life expresses 
the socio-economic performance of a society at a given time. Fourthly, this multidimensional concept captures 
both the positive and negative aspects of life (IESE Insight, 2013) and highlights the relationship between the 
individual and society in terms of personal objectives and expectations about the existing values, principles, 
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and norms. The relationship between social entrepreneurship and quality of life has become a topic of interest 
for researchers in recent decades. In general, entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship are considered to 
have a beneficial impact on society (Steyaert & Hjorth, 2006; Kaufmann, 2009; Rey-Martí et al., 2016). Social 
entrepreneurship contributes to a better quality of life of people by combining resources to address diverse 
social needs, through its socially-oriented purpose and mission, through its innovativeness, proactiveness and 
altruistic dimensions, by engaging the problem-solving skills of individuals and organizations to find 
innovative solutions for social challenges etc. (Morris & Lewis, 1991; Seelos & Mair, 2005; Tan et al., 2005; 
Dees, 2007; Ratten & Welpe, 2011; McMullen & Warnick, 2016; Zahra & Wright, 2016).  
Research Methodology 
The authors used a descriptive and quantitative research method as it describes the main characteristics of the 
phenomenon studied to attain the aims of the paper. In this respect, many secondary data were collected to 
review the literature. The needed information was gathered through desk research from various sources, such 
as books and articles found in electronic databases (e.g., Sage Journals, Google Scholar, Springer, Emerald 
Insight), international journals (e.g., Journal of Business Ethics, Social Enterprise Journal, Journal of World 
Business, Academy of Management Journal), and corporate reports. The data were carefully selected and 
grouped into categories. Then, the data were analyzed, correlated, and synthesized. Finally, the authors 
composed the article.  
Results 
Based on the literature review, the authors showed a relationship between social entrepreneurship and quality 
of life. On the one hand, social entrepreneurship initiatives improve people's quality of life. On the other hand, 
it stimulates the emergence and development of social entrepreneurship. TOMS was founded in 2006 by Blake 
Mycoskie, who, during his trip to Argentina, identified a social problem, namely the lack of footwear for needy 
children. Therefore, he decided to set up TOMS Shoes, whose main objective is to help children in need 
through the "One for one" program: a pair of shoes bought ensures another pair of shoes donated to a poor 
child. The program is available worldwide, and new jobs have been created in those communities aiming to 
produce footwear locally. Starting from this program, in its 13 years of activity, the TOMS company positively 
impacted 96.5 million lives (Figure 1). While society is constantly changing and the community issues are 
increasingly and become more complex, its mission has remained the same, namely "use business to improve 
lives" (TOMS Company, 2006). In other words, its mission is to create socio-economic benefits for both 
stakeholders and society at a global level. The company adopted a strategy in which the innovative and creative 
spirit can be found at all levels in its daily activity. 
 
Figure 1. Lives impacted by TOMS’ programs  
Source: TOMS Company, 2019 
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The company has set strategic objectives such as reduced inequalities, gender equality, decent work and 
economic growth, quality education, no poverty, good health, and well-being to accomplish the mission 
(TOMS Company, 2019). These objectives are integrated into the document entitled „Transforming our world: 
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development”, adopted in 2015 by all United Nations Member States, whose 
guidelines are oriented towards ensuring the peace and prosperity of peoples and planet, both now and in the 
future. The company selects its partners from non-governmental organizations and social enterprises, based on 
well-established criteria and qualifications, offering them the opportunity to participate in the existing 
programs to achieve these objectives. Their activity is monitored and evaluated based on reports, and the results 
express the degree of efficiency of the resources used. In 2018, TOMS became a Certified B Corporation 
following an assessment by the B Labs Independent Standards Advisory Council. This certification is for-
profit companies that use business as a force for good (TOMS Company, 2019). The real impact of TOMS 
strategies consists in the fact that through its programs, the company offers hope, independence, health and 
numerous opportunities to those in need. TOMS run various socio-economic programs in various fields, such 
as Shoes program, Clean water program. 
Shoes program. This program was born out of the desire to help people from multiple communities who have 
various risks of infections or other foot diseases, given that the fact over 1.5 billion people (24% of the world's 
population) have a soil-transmitted infection. The report results of the Giving partners team highlighted the 
fact that this program has three types of benefits, as follows: 
➢ It ensures a basic protection of the feet against infections or other diseases (as a result of the program 
implementation, there was a decrease of over 60% foot-related diseases in communities at risk). 
➢ It facilitates the access to education of people in need, because the shoes are a mandatory condition of the 
school’s dress code, on the one hand, and on the other hand, their cost does not affect the family budget 
anymore. 
➢ It creates a feeling of well-being and increases self-esteem. 
Through the 167 Giving Partners of the program, 95 million pairs of shoes have been donated in 82 countries 
and 38 US states until 2019. The goal set for 2020 is to exceed the threshold of 100 million pairs of shoes 
donated. It can be stated that the implementation of this program has had positive effects on community 
members, as it has significantly increased the presence in schools, minimized the discrimination rate between 
pupils and students, and reduced the number of cases of foot infections. 
Water program. The main goal of this program is to ensure the necessary drinking water to cover the daily 
basic needs, given the fact that a person needs at least 20 litres of water for drinking, washing and eating. The 
research showed that more than 785 million people do not have access to basic drinking water (World Health 
Organization, 2019). The program is carried out through Giving partners, who have extensive experience in 
drinking water quality, hygiene and sanitation. TOMS provide funding for WaterAid America and Water for 
People. Through the 3 Giving Partners, whose activity takes place in North America, South America, Sub-
Saharan Africa, South Asia and Southeast Asia, the access to drinking water was ensured for 722.000 weeks 
(1 week=140 litres). In essence, TOMS has had many positive contributions, such as poverty reduction, 
increasing the quality of life by ensuring basic needs for safe drinking water, improving the hygiene conditions, 
and modernizing the sewerage systems. TOMS can be considered a responsible company, which faces complex 
challenges in its daily activity and tries to increase the quality of life in the communities in which it operates, 
by allocating a third of the annual net profit to a giving fund managed by TOMS Giving Team. The TOMS 
company is continually looking for new solutions to improve collaboration with its partners and create 
customer loyalty, seeking that each initiative will have a significant impact on individuals' and communities' 
well-being. Also, for its employees, the desire to have a positive impact at the society level represents the 
motivation to work with passion, efficiency, and personal contribution to fulfilling the organizational 
objectives (TOMS Company, 2006). 
Conclusions 
Social entrepreneurship uses market-based methods and techniques for solving society's and/or community's 
problems. It represents a key driver for improving the quality of life of people and communities, considering 
the economic and social accelerated changes, as well as the survival of companies in a turbulent and 
competitive global environment. The disadvantaged people's quality of life is often affected due to their 
defective material and financial resources, which can have either a positive impact on their lives when they are 
turned into a state of well-being or a negative effect when they are discriminated against they feel insecure. 
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The paper contributes to a better understanding of the two concepts: social entrepreneurship and quality of life. 
Also, it shows that social entrepreneurship and quality of life are two related concepts as the first one has a 
positive impact on the second one through various actions, such as ensuring the primary material conditions, 
creating jobs for disadvantaged people, increasing the level of education, improving the health system, 
environmental protection, etc.  
From a practical point of view, the TOMS business model can be replicated by other companies by 
disseminating its good practices, which must be done through various sources, to have a large addressability 
area. Firstly, one dissemination method is through modern communication instruments, especially in the online 
environment, which enables quick access, real-time updating of information, and transparency. The second 
method is to organize training, seminars, and other actions with specific themes to develop an organizational 
culture based on social responsibility values and principles because direct interaction between the speakers 
and the target audience creates opportunities for face-to-face debates and the participants may be potential 
social entrepreneurs. Simultaneously, inviting decision-makers who have been directly involved in such 
actions is beneficial, due to their power of example and experience, which are inspirations sources and 
successful role models for participants. 
Thirdly, acceptable practices can be promoted through opinion leaders involved in community life because 
they gain the community members' trust. Fourthly, publications (such as impact reports) are also a powerful 
communication tool through their visual content, which has a significant impact on the knowledge transfer's 
potential beneficiaries. It can be said that the TOMS strategy has beneficial effects, materialized in increasing 
the confidence for both investors and employees, by protecting and maximizing the company's good-will, 
adopting a socially responsible behavior within their organization, reducing expenses, and losses by using 
resources efficiently. Further research may explore the influence of quality of life on social entrepreneurship, 
namely that various elements of quality of life can stimulate or discourage social entrepreneurship initiatives. 
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